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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

As per the Office Action mailed 06/09/2009: 

The rejection of claims 4,7,9,12,1 5-22, 27, 30, 34-35 under 35 USC 1 1 2, first 
paragraph is hereby withdrawn in part in view of Applicant's amendment to claims 4, 7, 
12. The remainder of this rejection with respect to claims 27, 30 is hereby maintained in 
view of Applicant's failure to adequately traverse this rejection. 

The rejection of claims 4, 34, 38 under 35 USC 112, second paragraph is hereby 
withdrawn in view of Applicant's amendment to claims 34, 38. 

The rejection of claims 1,4, 6-7, 9-12, 15-23, 26-38 under 35 USC 101 is hereby 
withdrawn in part in view of Applicant's amendment to claim 23. The remainder of this 
rejection with respect to claims 1, 4, 6-12, 15-22, 34-35, 37-38 is hereby maintained in 
view of Applicant's failure to adequately traverse this rejection. 
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The amendment to the specification filed 10/09/2009 is objected to under 35 
U.S.C. 132(a) because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
states that no amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the 
invention. The added material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as 
follows: 

The newly added disclosure to the specification: 

\ i i | ^ U i is < i h > i t lit ■ i 
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This newly added disclosure appears to constitute new matter. Applicant did not 
point out, nor was Examiner able to find, any support for these newly added limitations 
in the specification as originally filed. 

In particular, Applicant is adding a controlling definition for "system" that was not 
present in the specification as originally filed. 

Since Applicant asserts that this disclosure was inherent to the original 
disclosure, Applicant is requested to specifically point out how this newly added matter 
is inherent. 



Applicant is requested to clarify the issues discussed above, to specifically point 
out support for the newly added limitations in the originally filed specification and claims 
to the extent possible, and to cancel any new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 27, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

As per claim 27, this claim recites: 

the s-vkk^tisry .m.-h"! wsnpd^s a* U:a. • dsjy^J: 

The specification discloses (page 7 paragraph 0028): 

As used herein, "documentation" may refer broadly 
to any hard copy, electronic, optical or other report, data, fib or other media or 
content, in textual, numeric or other format, which temporarily or permanently 
reflects or records information related to the delivery of clinical care. 

As provided for by the specification, Examiner interprets "documentation" to 
recite any data, including hard copy data. 
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As recited in claim 27, the claim requires automatically searching for 
"documentation", including automatically searching for hard copy data. 

Accordingly, the specification, while being enabling for automatically searching 
computerized data, does not reasonably provide enablement for automatically 
searching hard copy data. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the 
invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

Specifically, one of ordinary skill in the art would not know how to make and use 
the feature of automatically searching hardcopy data. 

As per the set of claim(s): 30, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 27, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim(s) 1, 4, 6-12, 15-22, 34-35, 37-38 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 
because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As per claim 1 , this claim recites a "system" comprising a "conditioning engine 
executable by the computing device". 
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The "engine" is a recited structural limitation of the claimed system. Insofar as 
the "computing device" is concerned, this feature has not been recited as part of the 
claimed system. Therefore, the claim only requires a system comprised of an "engine" 
capable of being executed by such device. 

When read in light of the specification and the level of ordinary skill in the art, 
"engine" may be broadly interpreted to envelop software perse. 

The remainder of the claim does not require that the "engine" be stored on any 
tangible hardware. 

Therefore, the claim is directed towards software perse structure, and is found to 
be directed towards nonstatutory subject matter. 

All claims dependent thereon, namely claim(s) 4, 6-1 1 , 34, 37-38, fail to remedy 
these deficiencies, and are therefore rejected for at least the same rationale above, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 12, based on Supreme Court precedent and recent Federal Circuit 
decisions, the Office's guidance to examiners is that a § 101 process must (1) be tied to 
a machine or (2) transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or materials) to 
a different state or thing. In re Bilski et al, 88 USPQ 2d 1385 CAFC (2008); Diamond v. 
Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Rook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); 
Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780,787-88 
(1876). 
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An example of a method claim that would not qualify as a statutory process 
would be a claim that recited purely mental steps. Thus, to qualify as a statutory 
process, the claim should positively recite the particular machine to which it is tied, for 
example by identifying the apparatus that accomplishes the method steps, or positively 
recite the subject matter that is being transformed, for example by identifying the 
material that is being changed to a different state. 

The claim preamble includes only a nominal recitation of "performed by a 
computing device". Nominal recitations of structure in an otherwise ineligible method 
fail to make the method a statutory process. See Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72. As 
Comiskey recognized, "the mere use of the machine to collect data necessary for 
application of the mental process may not make the claim patentable subject matter." 
Comiskey, 499 F.3d at 1380 (citing In re Grams, 888 F.2d 835, 839-40 (Fed. Cir. 
1989)). Incidental physical limitations, such as data gathering, field of use limitations, 
and post-solution activity are not enough to convert an abstract idea into a statutory 
process. In other words, nominal or token recitations of structure in a method claim do 
not convert an otherwise ineligible claim into an eligible one. 

The limitation in the preamble amounts to nominal recitation at best. This 
recitation is so generic as to encompass any means, such that anyone who performed 
this method in practice would fall within the scope of these claims. Thus, the recitation 
of a structure in the preamble is not, in fact, a limitation at all to the scope of the claim, 
and the claim is directed, in essence, to the method performed by any means. As such, 
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this recitation alone does not require the claimed method to include a particular machine 
such that the method qualifies as a "process" under 35 USC 101 . 

In particular, the "interrogating", "determining", and "satisfying" steps do not 
require any hardware to perform these steps. Insofar as the computing device is 
concerned, this structure is only use nominally to store data for use in these steps. 

Examiner has determined that these steps are the essential steps of the claim 
because these steps yield the solution for the claimed methods. 

The remaining steps, although they require a device, are considered to be post- 
solution and otherwise nominal recitation of hardware. 

As such, the claim fails the "machine" prong of the test. 

Since the recited "verified billing item" amounts to mere data transformation, this 
claim fails the "transformation" prong of the test. 

Because the claim fails both prongs of the test, this claim has been found to be 
directed towards nonstatutory subject matter. 

All claims dependent thereon, namely claim(s) 15-22, 35, fail to remedy these 
deficiencies, and are therefore rejected for at least the same rationale above, and 
incorporated herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claim(s) 1 , 6, 10-1 1 , 23, 26-29, 32-33, 36-38 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Fitzgerald (20030191667). 

As per claim 1 , Fitzgerald teaches a computer system (page 3 paragraph 0023) 
capable of processing (reads on "conditioning") patient claim data (reads on "clinically 
related billing items") (Abstract), wherein the computer contains thereon a plurality of 
software applications (reads on "computer software components") (page 3 paragraph 
0023), comprising: 

(a) software (reads on "a conditioning engine") stored on a computer (Figure 1-2) 
capable of: 

(i) retrieving (reads on "receiving") a patient claim billing record capable of 
being submitted for pre-processing by trial adjudicator software (reads on "preliminary 
billing item") (page 3 paragraph 0025) for a patient encounter with a healthcare provider 
concerning treatment of an injury (reads on "associated with a clinical event") (Figure 4); 
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(ii) verifying the claim for accuracy (reads on "analyzing") before (reads on 
"a condition precedent to") the claim is submitted for payment (reads on "transmitting 
the billing item to a paying party") (page 2 paragraph 0021) by comparing the claim 
against a plurality of rules (reads on "comparison against a compliance template to 
determine compliance therewith", wherein the rule is considered to be a "compliance 
template") (page 2 paragraph 0021); 

(b) the computer system is capable of receiving a claim comprising insurance 
data and billed medical services (reads on "information supporting the billing of services 
or materials") (Figure 4) (It is noted that this teaching is considered to be "extracted from 
the clinical event" because the data is descriptive of the patient encounter); 

(c) the rules to be applied are selected based on: 

(i) the claim, e.g. selecting the applicable rule based on the intended payor 
of the claim (page 3 paragraph 0026); 

(ii) Medicare guidelines (reads on "at least one regulatory guideline") 
(page 5 paragraph 0036); 

(iii) wherein the rules comprise data represent payor requirements and 
Medicare guidelines (reads on "data fields, which correspond to each of the criteria") 
that must be satisfied according to Medicare guidelines (page 5 paragraph 0036-0037); 

(d) wherein the computer system is capable of: 

(i) after the claim is evaluated for accuracy (reads on "upon determining 
that the billing item complies"), clearing error codes (reads on "dismissing restrictions 
from elements in the system that prevent the system from configuring the conditioning 
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engine to transmit the preliminary billing item to the paying party") (page 6 paragraph 
0039) and submitting the claim for payment (page 2 paragraph 0021). 

Fitzgerald further teaches that the computer is capable of determining that the 
insured's last name is missing (reads on "determining that the preliminary billing item is 
insufficient to satisfy the at least one regulatory guideline") (Figure 10 label 609). 

Fitzgerald further teaches that the computer is capable of determining that the 
claim will be denied when there is an error, and automatically fixing the identified error 
(page 3 paragraph 0026). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to automatically provide a missing insured's last name (reads on 
"automatically searching... to verify the existence of computerized data that supports the 
preliminary billing item") within the embodiment of Fitzgerald with the motivation of 
automatically correcting a claim deficiency. 

As per claim 6, Fitzgerald teaches holding a claim (reads on "holds queue") if the 
claim data is not in compliance with the rules (reads on "an exception") (page 5 
paragraph 0037, Figure 5) if the claim is missing the insured's last name (Figure 10 
label 609). 

As per claim 10, Fitzgerald teaches storing the rules in a rules warehouse (reads 
on a "compliance database") (Figure 2 label 78). 
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As per claim 1 1 , Fitzgerald teaches that the rules database is capable of being 
continuously updated (page 2 paragraph 0019). 

As per claim 37, Fitzgerald teaches associating a rule with an event, wherein the 
event specifies that new claim data is available for processing (reads on "extracting the 
billable items from a clinical data store") (page 5 paragraph 0033). 

As per the set of claim(s): 38, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 1 , respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per the set of claim(s): 23, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 1, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 36, Fitzgerald teaches healthcare compliance rules mandated by 
regulators comprising diagnosis codes, CCI requirements, APGs, DRGs (reads on 
"affirming data elements") (page 3 paragraph 0026). 

As per claim 26, Fitzgerald teaches using the rules to check for missing claim 
data (Figure 10). 
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As per claim 27, Fitzgerald teaches using patient data (reads on "a patient chart") 
(Figure 10). 

Insofar as the remainder of the claim is concerned, the applied art need not teach 
these limitations in view of the optional limitations recited therein. 

As per the set of claim(s): 28, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 6, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 29, Fitzgerald teaches correcting the claim and resubmitting the 
claim (reads on "while the exception remains in the holds queue") (page 7 paragraph 
0047 and throughout). 

As per the set of claim(s): 32, 33, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 10, 11, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

Claim(s) 4, 7, 9, 12, 15-22, 30-31, 34-35 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Fitzgerald as applied to parent claims 1 , 6 above as 
applicable, and further in view of Barber (4858121). 
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As per claim 34, Fitzgerald teaches that a claim is missing the insured's last 
name (Figure 10 label 609). Fitzgerald further teaches returning the claim to the 
submitter for correction (page 6 paragraph 0039-0040). 

Fitzgerald does not teach "affirming data elements that provide a record of 
services delivered with respect to the clinical event in the form of supporting 
documentation, which is absent from the preliminary billing item". 

According to Fitzgerald, the insured's identification data, e.g. last name, is 
missing from the claim. 

Barber teaches using stored patient identification data to complete claims 
(column 5 line 50-55). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of Barber within the embodiment of 
Fitzgerald with the motivation of eliminating entry of patient identification data each time 
the data is needed (Barber; column 5 line 54-55). 

As per the set of claim(s): 4, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 34, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

In particular, Fitzgerald teaches correcting errors in the claim, including updated 
the missing patient identification data, and resubmitting the claim for processing (page 6 
paragraph 0039-0040). 
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As per the set of claim(s): 7, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 34, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

Examiner interprets retrieving patient identification data from the system, as 
taught by Barber, to be "automatically retrieving" because the retrieval is computer- 
implemented. 

As per claim 9, Fitzgerald teaches amending the claim if necessary (reads on 
"while in the holds queue") before submitting the claim for payment (page 6 paragraph 
0042). Fitzgerald further teaches that upon determination of an exception condition, the 
system is capable of scheduling manual intervention or providing an alert (page 4 
paragraph 0029). 

As per claim 12, Fitzgerald teaches a method (page 7 paragraph 0049) capable 
of processing (reads on "conditioning") patient claim data (reads on "clinically related 
billing items") by computer (Abstract), comprising: 

(a) retrieving (reads on "receiving") a patient claim billing record capable of being 
submitted for pre-processing by trial adjudicator software (reads on "preliminary billing 
item") (page 3 paragraph 0025) for a patient encounter with a healthcare provider 
concerning treatment of an injury (reads on "associated with a clinical event") (Figure 4), 
and receiving a claim comprising insurance data and billed medical services (reads on 
"generated from billable items extracted from the clinical event") (Figure 4); 
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(b) using the computer, verifying the claim for accuracy before (reads on "a 
condition precedent to") the claim is submitted for payment (reads on "transmitting the 
billing item to a paying party") (page 2 paragraph 0021) by comparing the claim against 
a plurality of rules comprising a Medicare guideline (page 2 paragraph 0021 , page 5 
paragraph 0036); 

(c) using the computer, comparing the claim against a plurality of rules 
comprising a Medicare guideline (page 2 paragraph 0021, page 5 paragraph 0036), 
comprising: 

(a) selecting the rules, stored on the computer, to be applied based on: 

(i) the claim, e.g. selecting the applicable rule based on the 
intended payor of the claim (page 3 paragraph 0026); 

(ii) Medicare guidelines (reads on "at least one regulatory 
guideline") (page 5 paragraph 0036); 

(b) determining that the insured's last name is missing (Figure 10 label 
609) (reads on "some of the criteria remains unsatisfied upon comparison"). 

As discussed with respect to claim 1 above, Fitzgerald teaches automatically 
updating missing data to provide an error-free claim, and incorporated herein. 

Barber also teaches using stored patient identification data to complete claims 
(column 5 line 50-55). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of Barber within the embodiment of 
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Fitzgerald with the motivation of eliminating entry of patient identification data each time 
the data is needed (Barber; column 5 line 54-55). 
Fitzgerald further teaches: 

(c) after the claim is evaluated for accuracy and errors are corrected, 
clearing error codes (page 6 paragraph 0039) and submitting the claim for payment 
(page 2 paragraph 0021) (Examiner considers the corrected insured's last name to be 
"annotations" because the insured's last name was not part of the original claim) and 
sending the claim for adjudication, as discussed above and incorporated herein. 

As per claim 35, Fitzgerald teaches healthcare compliance rules mandated by 
regulators comprising diagnosis codes, CCI requirements, APGs, DRGs (reads on 
"affirming data elements") (page 3 paragraph 0026). 

As per claim 15, Fitzgerald teaches using the rules to check for missing claim 
data (Figure 10). 

As per claim 16, Fitzgerald teaches using patient data (reads on "a patient chart") 
(Figure 10). 

Insofar as the remainder of the claim is concerned, the applied art need not teach 
these limitations in view of the optional limitations recited therein. 
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As per the set of claim(s): 17, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 6, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 18, Fitzgerald teaches that the rules are updated from external rule 
sources (page 4 paragraph 0028). Fitzgerald further teaches applying new rules to 
claims (page 4 paragraph 0028-0029). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to apply a new set of rules within the embodiment of Fitzgerald 
and Barber with the motivation of applying the most current version of the rules. 

As per the set of claim(s): 1 9, 20, 21 , 22, 30, 31 , this set of claim is rejected for 
substantially the same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 4, 4, 
10, 11, 4, 4, respectively, and incorporated herein. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/09/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

On page 15 Applicant asserts: 

feus* ponss to &e rejects sn th< am Bdnaent a tfc $p*dikMk>s, 

Page 2-3 of the Office Action mailed 06/09/2009 reads as follows: 
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Applicant requested amendment to the Pre-Grant Publication. Since 
amendments to Pre-Grant Publications do not affect the patentability of the instant 
pending application, and are not processed by Examiner, this amendment is denied 
entry due to improper venue. 

It is noted that this amendment was not rejected. 



On page 15 Applicant asserts: 
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Further, it is 
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First, since Applicant asserts that the following newly added disclosure is 
inherent to the specification as originally filed: 
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Applicant is requested to specifically point out why this controlling definition for 
"system" is inherent in the specification as originally filed. Failing this, Applicant is 
requested to provide a controlling definition as supported by the level of ordinary skill in 
the art. 

Since this controlling definition for "system" was not present in the specification 
as originally filed, this amendment is deemed to be new matter. 

On page 16-17 Applicant argues: 
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As discussed in the section above, the claim does not require the device to be a 
structural part of the claimed system. As such, the claim encompasses software perse 
embodiments not tangibly embodied on any hardware. 

On page 17 Applicant argues: 
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As discussed above, the essential steps of claim 12 do not require any statutory 
machine. The machine is only used peripherally to store data. 



On page 20 Applicant argues: 
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Applicant does not indicate which claim is being argued. 

For purposes of responding to arguments, Examiner assumes arguendo that 
Applicant is arguing claim 1 . 

Insofar as "criteria configured based on the preliminary billing item and at least 
one regulatory guideline" and "data fields... that record information that satisfies the 
criteria" is concerned, Examiner interprets this limitation to recite that data is configured 
for appropriate use with the "preliminary billing item" and "regulatory guideline". 

This is an inherent feature of Fitzgerald because the logic of the claim 
adjudication process relies on data extracted based on Medicare rules to be applied to 
the claim. 

The determined logic is therefore considered to be "criteria" and "data fields". 
For example, Fitzgerald teaches that a claim to be filed with Medicare must 
contain the insured's last name. This rule/logic is the claimed "criteria". 
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The determined results of the application of this logic, i.e. whether the claim has 
the insured's last name or not, is considered to be "data fields". Indeed, a logical result 
of "Yes" or "No" would signify whether the claim contains the last name or not. 

Moreover, since Fitzgerald teaches that the claim may be submitted to a plurality 
of insurers (e.g. Medicaid) (page 5 paragraph 0036), it is clear that Medicare rules 
would not be appropriate for Medicaid claims. 

Therefore, Fitzgerald necessarily teaches that each type of claim uses different 
logic based on the insurer. This is considered to be "customized according to the 
contents of a particular preliminary billing item". 

On page 20-21 Applicant further argues: 
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While the rules and logic may be stored in a repository, different rules and logic 
are applied to different types of claim payor/insurer, as discussed above and 
incorporated herein. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 on page 21 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



On page 22 Applicant argues: 
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As discussed above, Fitzgerald teaches automatically correcting a claim error, 
i.e. a missing insured's last name. 

Barber was relied on to show the level of ordinary skill in the art. In combination, 
the applied art suggest that when a missing last name is required, it was known in the 
art to search patient records to provide this missing data, and using the retrieved data to 
correct the claim error. 



On page 22-23 Applicant argues: 
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It appears that Applicant is asserting an advantage of the claimed system. 
Since the applied art suggest automated data retrieval, the asserted advantage 
does not distinguish the claim from the applied art. 

Conclusion 

The new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action, if any, was/were 
necessitated by Applicant's amendment. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tran (Ken) N. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571- 
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270-1310. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:00 
pm Eastern. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gerald (Jerry) J O'Connor can be reached on 571-272-6787. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
a. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
03/02/2010 



/Robert Morgan/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



